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Dear  Friends: 

The  State  Board  of  Education, 
the  advocate  for  elementary,  sec- 
ondary, and  vocational  education 
in  Illinois,  has  developed  its 
legislative  recoitmendations  for 
the  1979  session  of  the  General 
Assembly. 

Vfe  hope  you  will  find  this  book- 
let a  handy  guide  to  our  re- 
commended legislation  and  that 
you  will  make  every  effort  to 
promote  its  passage. 

These  recommendations  have  in- 
volved considerable  analysis  and 
staff  effort.  Public  hearings 
held  throughout  the  state  have 
assured  that  the  thinking  of  con- 
cerned citizens  of  all  areas  is 
represented  in  our  proposals. 

Your  support  of  this  legislation 
will  help  to  assure  a  quality 
education  for  ail  schoolchildren 
in  Illinois 


Jack  Witk 


^v/oseph  M.  Cronin 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  State  Board  of  Education  is  recommen- 
ding  passage  of  18  pieces  of  legislation 
to  implement  its  1979  legislative  program. 

The  bills  reflect  the  Board's  commitment 
to  representing  the  full  range  of  educa- 
tion needs  in  the  state.  The  bills  appro- 
priate funds  for  school  district  programs 
and  services,  alter  funding  mechanisms 
for  some  grant  programs,  provide  for  new 
programs  in  desegregation  assistance  and 
special  education  building  programs,  and 
revise  requirements  for  teacher  certifi- 
cation. 


Budget  Requests 

An  appropriation  of  $2,091  billion  from 
the  General  Revenue  and  Common  School 
Funds  is  being  reconmended  by  the  State 
Board  of  Education  for  Fiscal  Year  1980. 

This  represents  an  increase  of  $166  mil- 
lion over  Fiscal  Year  1979  General  Revenue 
and  Common  School  Fund  appropriations. 
The  Board  is  also  recommending  appropria- 
tions of  $10,303,100  from  the  Driver 
Education  Fund  and  $503,173,000  from  fed- 
eral funds. 


Ponding  Mechanisms 

The  State  Board  is  recoirmending  several 
changes  in  funding  mechanisms,  one  of 
which  would  provide  for  quarterly  reim- 
bursements of  gifted  education  claims. 

Another  State  Board  proposal  would  pro- 
vide for  an  average  cost  state  transpor- 
tation formula  which  would  encourage  and 
reward  districts  operating  more  efficient 
transportation  programs. 

A  third  proposal  revises  the  state  aid 
formula  to  increase  the  per  pupil  founda- 
tion level  and  begins  to  phase-in  "full 
access"  to  the  formula  for  all  school 
districts . 

Another  proposal  provides  for  consolidat- 
ing adult  education  grant-in-aid  programs 
into  a  single  appropriation  to  streamline 
financing  mechanisms  serving  adult  educa- 
tion programs. 

A  fifth  bill  would  continue  through  Fis- 
cal Year  1980  the  restriction  that  summer 
school  reimbursements  be  limited  to  the 
programs  serving  severely  and  profoundly 
handicapped  children. 

Teacher  Certification 

TWo  bills  affecting  teacher  certification 
are  being  supported  by  the  State  Board  of 
Education.  The  first  bill  increases  cer- 
tain fees  associated  with  the  registration 
and  renewal  of  teacher  certificates  and 
the  fee  associated  with  the  evaluation  of 
credentials . 

The  second  bill  provides  for  a  sequential 
program  of  teacher  training  as  a  condition 
for  teacher  certification. 


New  Programs 

The  Board  is  recommending  bills  to  imple- 
ment three  new  programs.  Two  of  the 
bills  address  the  need  to  provide  state 
financial  support  to  school  districts  for 
desegregation  assistance.  A  third  bill 
establishes  a  state  program  to  help  dis- 
tricts in  financing  special  education 
building  projects. 

Special  Education 

The  State  Board  of  Education  also  recom- 
mends five  pieces  of  legislation  which 
affect  special  education  programs  and  ser- 
vices. The  first  bill  revises  special 
education  census  reports  to  be  consistent 
with  federal  laws. 

A  second  proposal  provides  that  the  spe- 
cial education  materials  center  within 
the  Illinois  Office  of  Education  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  regional  Deaf /Blind  Center. 

Another  proposal  amends  the  state  aid  for- 
mula to  permit  school  districts  to  claim 
a  session  of  four  or  more  clock  hours  as 
a  full  day  of  attendance  for  those  handi- 
capped children  below  the  age  of  six  whose 
educational  needs  so  require. 

The  Board  is  also  recommending  bills  which 
address  problems  associated  with  transpor- 
tation services  for  dually  enrolled  handi- 
capped children,  and  the  responsibility 
for  handicapped  children  residing  other 
than  with  parents. 


THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1980  BUDGET 

An  Overview 

The  State  Board  of  Education's  FY  1980 
budget  recommends  appropriations  needed 
to  support  elementary,  secondary,  adult 
and  vocational  education,  and  the  opera- 
tions of  the  Illinois  Office  of  Education. 
These  recommendations  are  founded  in  the 
Constitutional  and  statutory  obligations 
of  the  State  of  Illinois  to  pro^ri.de  edu- 
cational services  and  are  consistent  with 
the  State  Board  of  Education's  goals. 

Funds  administered  by  the  State  Board  of 
Education  come  from  the  Common  School, 
General  Revenue,  Driver  Education,  and 
Federal  Funds.  The  Board  recommends  ap- 
propriations of  $2,091,320,200  from  the 
General  Revenue  and  Common  School  Funds 
for  FY  1980,  an  increase  of  $166  million 
over  FY  1979,  and  appropriations  from  the 
Driver  Education  Fund  of  $10,303,100. 
The  estimated  federal  allotment  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  State  Board  for  FY  1980 
totals  $503,173,000. 

Common  School  Fund  appropriations  are 
used  for  Distributive  Aid  (state  aid  form- 
ula and  summer  school  payments);  Teacher 
Retirement  contributions;  and  grants  for 
regional  superintendents'  salaries, 
supervisory  expense  fund  payments,  and 
orphanage  tuition  claims.  The  Board  has 
recommended  Common  School  Fund  appropria- 
tions totaling  $1,678,332,300  for  FY  1980, 
an  increase  of  $76,481,200  over  FY  1979. 
The  General  State  Aid  component  of  the 
Common  School  Fund  is  the  largest  program 
and  totals  $1,415,000,000  for  FY  1980,  or 
$55.3  million  over  FY  1979. 

The  FY  1980  General  Revenue  appropriation 
request  for  categorical  grant  programs 
(special  education,  adult  education,  bi- 
lingual programs,  pupil  transportation) 
totals  $398,035,500  —  $88,734,800  more 
than  FY  1979.  The  request  for  IOE  opera- 
tions is  $14,952,400,  an  increase  of 
$773,200,  for  a  total  FY  1980  General  Rev- 
enue Fund  increase  of  $89,508,000. 
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GENERAL  STATE  AID/SUMMER  SCHOOL  FUNDS 

HB  2201,  Rep.  M.  Brady  (D-Chicago) 
Rep.  M.  McClain  (D-Quincy) 

This  bill  appropriates  funds  for  FY  1980 
to  honor  general  state  aid  payments  and 
summer  school  claims.  The  bill  appropri- 
ates $1,415,000,000  for  general  state  aid 
payments  and  $3,500,000  for  summer  school 
claims. 

The  recommended  appropriation  for  general 
state  aid  represents  an  increase  of 
$55.3  million,  (4.1%)  over  general  state 
aid  funds  appropriated  for  FY  1979.  The 
appropriation  recommended  for  general 
state  aid  will  provide  for  two  major  for- 
mula changes  endorsed  by  the  State  Board 
of  Education:  (a)  the  per  pupil  founda- 
tion level  would  increase  from  $1,310  to 
about  $1,375;  and  (b)  a  move  toward  full 
access  would  begin  by  computing  claims 
using  a  district's  actual  operating  tax 
rate  plus  one-half  the  difference  between 
the  district's  actual  operating  tax  rate 
and  its  maximum  operating  tax  rate.  Dur- 
ing FY  1981,  claims  would  be  computed  by 
using  the  district's  maximum  operating 
tax  rate. 


Weighted  Average  Daily  Attendance 


Best  Six  Months* 

** 

1976-77 

1977-78 

1978-79 

Elemen- 
tary 

479,974 

461,153 

444,000 

High 
School 

326,534 

318,850 

312,000 

Unit 

1 

,347,560 

1,313,256 

1 

,287,800 

Totals 

2 

,154,068 

2,093,259 

2 

,043,800 

*  Excludes  Weighting  for  Title  I 
**  Estimate 


The  recommended  appropriation  to  fund 
simmer  school  claims  totals  $3,500,000 
and  represents  an  increase  of  $1  million 
or  40%  over  FY  1979  summer  school  appro- 
priations. Since  FY  1977  summer  school 
appropriations  have  been  limited  to  re- 
imbursements for  programs  serving  the 
severely  and  profoundly  handicapped  chil- 
dren identified  in  Sections  14-7.02  and 
14-7. 02a  of  The  School  Code.  The  FY  1980 
appropriation  for  summer  school  will  be 
sufficient  to  reimburse  programs  for  the 
severely  and  profoundly  handicapped  chil- 
dren identified  in  Sections  14-7.02, 
14-7. 02a,  and  14-7.03.  Section  14-7.03 
provides  for  special  education  classes 
for  children  from  orphanages ,  foster  fam- 
ily homes,  children's  homes,  or  in  state 
housing  units. 


TEACHERS"  RETIREMENT  APPROPRIATION 

HB  2202,  Rep.  F.  Tuerk  (R-Peoria) 

The  Illinois  Pension  Code  requires  the 
state  to  make  an  annual  contribution  to 
both  the  Downstate  and  Chicago  Teachers' 
Retirement  Systems  to  meet  the  costs  for 
retirement  allowances  and  benefits 
earned  by  members. 

This  bill  appropriates  $255,445,300  to 
meet  the  state's  FY  1980  obligation  to 
the  two  Teachers'  Retirement  systems.  Of 
this  amount,  $199,100,000  is  earmarked 
to  provide  annuities  and  benefits  within 
the  Downstate  system.  This  is  an  in- 
crease of  $21,400,000  (12.0%)  over  the 
FY  1979  contribution. 

The  Chicago  Teachers'  Retirement  System 
will  receive  $56,345,300  for  FY  1980,  or 
an  increase  of  $6,056,200  (12.0%)  over 
FY  1979. 


Teachers'  Retirement  Appropriations 

Chicago    Downstate  Totals 
FY 

80*  $56,345,300  199,100,000  255,445,300 

79    50,289,100  177,700,000  227,989,100 

78    46,015f800  162,600,000  208,615,800 

77    41,419,400  147,400,000  188,819,400 

*  Recommended  for  FY  1980 


GRANTS-IN-AID  AND  OPERATIONS 

HB  2649,  Rep.  T.  Hanahan  (D-McHenry) 
Rep.  M.  Brady  (D-Chicago) 

This  bill  appropriates  funds  for  General 
Revenue  grant  programs,  certain  Common 
School  Fund  grants,  Driver  Education  re- 
imbursements, federal  grants-in-aid,  and 
operating  expenses  for  the  IOE. 

Appropriations  for  General  Revenue  Fund 
grant  programs  total  $398,035,500T   for 
an  increase  of  $88,734,800,  or  28.7%  over 
FY  79  appropriations.     The  request  from 
General  Revenue  Funds  for  IOE  operations 
totals  $14,952,400  for  an  increase  of 
$773,200,  or  5.5%  over  FY  1979. 

Appropriations  from  the  Driver  Education 
Fund  total  $10,303,100  for  FY  1980,  with 
$10  million  recommended  for  Driver  Edu- 
cation grants  and  the  balance  earmarked 
for  administration. 

Ihis  bill  also  appropriates  certain 
funds  from  the  Common  School  Fund  as  fol- 
lows:   (1)    $3,135,000  for  salaries  of 
regional  and  assistant  regional  superin- 
tendents based  upon  the  existing  legal 
salary  schedule; (2)    $102,000  for  regional 
superintendents'   supervisory  expenses; 
and   (3,)   $1,150,000  for  educational  ser- 
vices to  children  residing  in  orphanages , 
children's  homes,  and  state-owned  housing, 

The  recommended  federal  funds  appropria- 
tion for  FY  1980,  exclusive  of  operating 
expenses,  is  $488.5  million,   for  an  in- 
crease of  27.4%  over  FY  79  appropriations, 
The  recommended  appropriation  is  based 
upon  federal  authorizations;  however,  Con- 
gressional action  invariably  results  in 
actual  federal  grant  awards  -that  are  sig- 
nificantly below  the  authorization  level. 
Major  anticipated  grant  areas  for  FY  1980 
include  School  Lunch  and  Breakfast  ($22.0 
million) ;  compensatory  education  ($67.5 
million)  ;  and  the  Handicapped  Children '  s 
Act-Part  B    ($44.8  million). 


GENERAL  REVENUE  FUND 


($  in  OOO's) 

Appropriated 

Adult  Education 
Public  Assistance 
Adult  Education  3-1 
Basic 

FY  78 

$5,400.0 

2,000.0 

600.0 

Gifted  Education 

Area  Service  Centers 

2,100.0 
630.0 

Special  Education 
Transportation 
Private  Tuition 
Extraordinary  Services 
Personnel 
Orphanage  Tuition 
Deaf/Blind  Center 
Materials  for  Visually 
Handicapped 

28,750.0 
8,400.0 

10,000.0 

106,270.6 

9,000.0 

1,382.7 

210.0 

Bilingual  Education 
Downstate 
Chicago 

3,450.0 
10,350.0 

Pupil  Transportation 

Regular  and  Vocational 

39,750.0 

Free  Lunch  and  Breakfast     13,000.0 
Vocational  Education         18,240.0 
Textbook  Program            5,000.0 
Truants  Alternative  Program     500.0 
High  Impact  Employment           0 
IVfedian  Tax  Assessment        5,912.5 
Inter-district  Incentives         0 
Desegregation  Assistance         0 

Evaluations 

Truants  Alternative  Program     0 
Bilingual  Program             0 

Total  GRF  Grants-in-Aid 

$270,945.8 

*Increase  over  the  sum  of  the  three  (3) 
for  Fiscal  Year  1979 
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GRANTS-IN-AID 

Increase 
Appropriated      Recoitroended       (Decrease) 

FY  79  FY  80  FY  79-80 


3,600.0 
11,000.0 


47,835.0 

14,320.0 
26,870.0 
9,000.0 
500.0 
0 
0 
0 


$5,400.0  $  10,722.3  $2,722.3* 

2,000.0                          0  0 

600.0                          0  0 

3,000.0                 6,000.0  3,000.0 

630.0                      843.0  213.0 


33,500.0  45,500.0         12,000.0 

7,000.0  18,225.0         11,225.0 


14,400.0 

20,800.0 

6,400.0 

115,000.0 

120,000.0 

5,000.0 

12,750.0 

15,500.0 

2,750.0 

1,382.7 

2,062.7 

680.0 

350.0  0  (350.0) 


5,632.5 

2,032.5 

16,000.0 

5,000.0 

58,500.0 

10,665.0 

15,600.0 

1,280.0 

29,500.0 

2,630.0 

14,500.0 

5,500.0 

650.0 

150.0 

2,000.0 

2,000.0 

0 

0 

1,000.0 

1,000.0 

15,000.0         15,000.0 


33.0  0  (33.0) 

130.0  0  (130.0) 


$309,300.7  $398,035.5       $88,734.8 


Separate  Adult  Education  Appropriations 
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STATE  AID  FORMULA  REVISIONS 

HB  2214,  Rep.  R.  Mulcahey  (D-Durand) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

For  FY  1979  the  General  Assembly  appro- 
priated —  and  the  Governor  approved  — 
$1,359,700,000  for  general  state  aid 
payments.  In  FY  1980,  if  no  changes  are 
enacted  affecting  the  state  aid  formula, 
the  Illinois  Office  of  Education  esti- 
mates that  a  fully  funded  formula  would 
cost  about  $90  million  less  than  the 
amount  appropriated  for  FY  1979.  The  IOE 
also  estimates  that  over  550  school  dis- 
tricts will  receive  a  total  of  $150  mil- 
lion less  in  state  aid  payments  during 
FY  1980  without  some  type  of  additional 
formula  assistance. 

The  Resource  Equalizer  Formula  contains, 
under  certain  conditions,  a  guarantee  of 
$1,310  in  state  and  local  funds  per  pupil, 
The  State  Board  of  Education  has  care- 
fully examined  this  level  and  the  ability 
of  school  districts  to  achieve  "full 
access"  to  the  guaranteed  per  pupil  level 
of  support. 

School  districts — as  consumers  of  goods 
and  services — are  confronted  with  the 
same  inflationary  effects  as  the  rest  of 
the  economy  in  light  of  the  declining 
purchase  power  of  the  dollar.  The  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  in  1974  was  139.7  and 
in  1979  is  estimated  to  be  203.2.  The 
State  Board  of  Education  has  examined 
the  current  $1,310  per  pupil  foundation 
level  carefully  and  is  recommending  an 
increase  in  that  level  to  $1,375.   Such 
an  increase  may  not  offset  the  effects 
of  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  However,  it 
will  recognize  the  effect  that  inflation 
has  had  on  the  ability  of  school  dis- 
tricts to  compete  in  the  marketplace  and 
channel  some  relief  in  that  direction. 

The  State  Board  of  Education  has  also  ex- 
amined the  ability  of  school  districts 
to  achieve  "full  access"  under  the  state 
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aid  formula.  The  present  Resource  Equa- 
lizer Formula  guarantees  a  total  of 
$1,310  in  state  and  local  funds  per  pu- 
pil; however,  this  "full  access"  to 
guaranteed  state  and  local  funds  per 
pupil  is  achieved  only  when  a  district 
reaches  its  maximum  operating  tax  rate. 
Districts  below  the  maximum  operating 
tax  rate  receive  a  foundation  level  pro- 
portionally less  than  $1,310  per  pupil. 
In  many  cases,  districts  must  increase 
their  local  tax  rates  in  order  to  reach 
the  maximum  operating  tax  rate  and 
achieve  "full  access."    In  addressing 
this  issue,  the  State  Board  of  Educa- 
tion has  endorsed  the  concept  of  provid- 
ing full  access  to  all  school  districts 
over  a  two-year  period.  After  the 
phase-in  period,  each  school  district's 
claim  would  be  computed  using  the  dis- 
trict's maximum  operating  tax  rate. 
This  computation  affects  the  district's 
state  aid  computation  only  and  does  not 
require  an  increase  in  the  district's 
actual  operating  tax  rate. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


It  provides  for  two  major  changes  in  the 
Resource  Equalizer  Formula: 

First,  the  bill  increases  the  per  pupil 
foundation  level  from  $1,310  to  $1,375. 
Guaranteed  assessed  valuations  would  in- 
crease from  $70,430  to  $73,924  for  ele- 
mentary districts;  from  $124,762  to 
$130,238  for  high  school  districts;  and 
from  $46,290  to  $48,586  for  unit  dis- 
tricts . 

Second,  the  bill  begins  to  move  all  dis- 
tricts toward  full  formula  access.  Dur- 
ing FY  1980,  a  district's  claim  would  be 
computed  by  using  the  district's  actual 
operating  tax  rate  plus  one-half  the 
difference  between  the  district's  actual 
operating  tax  rate  and  its  maximum  oper- 
ating tax  rate.  For  FY  1981  and  beyond, 
a  district's  state  aid  would  be  computed 
by  using  its  maximum  operating  tax  rate. 
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GIFTED  QUARTERLY  REIMBURSEMENTS 

HB  2203,  Rep.  V.  Birchler  (D-Chester) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Districts  are  currently  reimbursed  in 
September  for  gifted  education  programs 
completed  the  preceding  June.  Appropri- 
ations available  in  July  are  not  ex- 
pended until  14  months  later.  For  ex- 
ample, an  appropriation  for  gifted 
education  available  in  July,  1978  will 
not  be  vouchered  until  September,  1979. 

A  survey  conducted  in  the  fall  of  1977 
showed  that  most  districts  which  choose 
to  serve  gifted  students  rely  heavily  on 
state  funds  to  support  their  efforts. 
They  must  provide  the  financial  resour- 
ces for  approved  gifted  programs  entirely 
from  local  funds  and  wait  14  months  for 
state  reimbursement.  Claims  for  the 
cost  of  programs  for  the  school  year  pre- 
ceding are  submitted  to  the  regional 
superintendent  by  July  10,  and  the  state 
reimbursement  is  not  received  until  Sep- 
tember. Thus,  particularly  in  districts 
where  local  funds  are  extremely  scarce, 
and  where  a  great  deal  of  competition 
for  the  use  of  local  money  exists,  qual- 
ity gifted  programs  cannot  be  provided. 
In  this  situation,  districts  which  are 
not  currently  providing  services  for  the 
gifted  students  would  be  reluctant  to  do 
so. 

Providing  quarterly  reimbursement  for 
gifted  programs  would  be  consistent  with 
the  Morrow  Commission  Report,  which  rec- 
ommended financing  programs  on  a  current 
and  timely  basis  rather  than  through  the 
reimbursement  of  prior  year  expenditures. 
It  would  be  consistent  with  the  State 
Board  of  Education's  activities  regarding 
reimbursing  districts  quarterly  for  Bilin- 
gual and  Truants'  Alternative  programs. 
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The  gifted  education  program  allows  the 
local  education  agencies  to  apply  for 
financial  and  technical  assistance  for 
identifying  children  with  special  tal- 
ents, assessing  needs,  developing  appro- 
priate programs ,  evaluating  programs ,  and 
securing  needed  resources  for  providing 
gifted  programs. 

During  FY  1979,  419  districts  served 
approximately  70,000  students.     The  rec- 
ontnended  appropriation  for  FY  1980  of 
$6,000,000  will  serve  an  estimated 
100,000  students. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


This  bill  would  amend  Article  14A-5  of 
The  School  Code  to  authorize  reimburse- 
ment for  gifted  programs  on  a  quarterly, 
rather  than  an  annual  basis. 

The  proposed  revision  would  provide  for 
estimated  payments  equal  to  one-fourth 
of  the  district's  approved  program  to  be 
paid  on  November  15,  February  15,  and 
May  15.     A  final  claim  would  be  filed 
with  the  regional  superintendent  on  or 
before  August  10  and  transmitted  to  the 
State  Superintendent  of  Education  on  or 
before  August  20.     A  final  adjusted  pay- 
ment would  then  be  made  on  September  20. 

School  districts  would  receive  their  en- 
tire FY  1979  payment,  on  a  one-time  basis 
only,  in  September,   1979.     Quarterly  pay- 
ments for  FY  1980  would  begin  in  November, 
1979  under  the  revised  payment  schedule. 
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CONSOLIDATION  OF  ADULT  EDUCATION  FUND! 

HB  2210,  Rep.  Chapman  (D-Arlington  Heights) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

During  the  past  15  years  the  growth  of 
adult  education  has  been  significant. 
In  1963,  the  Office  of  the  Superinten- 
dent of  Public  Instruction  and  the  Illi- 
nois Department  of  Public  Aid  initiated 
action  to  create  legislation  for  the 
education  and  training  of  welfare  recipi- 
ents. Almost  simultaneously,  in  1964, 
Congress  made  allowance  to  provide  fed- 
eral funding  for  adult  education  under 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  in 
Title  II-B.  And,  in  1965,  the  Illinois 
General  Assembly  passed  legislation  to 
establish  a  state  program  for  elementary 
and  high  school  credit  and  Americaniza- 
tion classes. 

During  these  same  years,  some  amendments 
at  the  state  level  to  modify  and  extend 
programs  have  allowed  the  overall  adult 
education  program  to  grow  through  sepa- 
rate categorical  aid  to  school  districts. 
Local  educational  agencies,  however, 
have  utilized  their  ingenuity  to  create 
programs  to  bring  the  separate  funding 
authorizations  together  in  order  to  pro- 
vide a  wider,  community-based  program. 

The  three  programs  were  initiated  to  pro- 
vide service  to  a  specific  population. 
They  are  described  as  follows: 

1.  Education  and  Training  Welfare 

Recipients.  The  Illinois  Department 
of  Public  Aid  refers  persons  who 
could  get  off  the  public  aid  rolls 
if  they  had  appropriate  education. 
During  FY  1978  the  population  served 
was  approximately  7,600.  The  service 
provided  through  local  educational 
agencies  are  those  of:   (a)  adult 
basic  education;  (b)  adult  secondary 
education;  (c)  pre-occupational  and 
pre- vocational ;  (d)  counseling  ser- 
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vices;  (e)  transportation  of  adults 
and  pre-school  children;  (f)  pre- 
school educational  program;  and  (g) 
other  support  services,  i.e.,  recruit- 
ment and  curriculum  modification  pro- 
jects. 

2.  Federal  Adult  Education  Act.  The 
state  may  develop  programs  in  commun- 
ity colleges  and  public  schools  for 
educating  the  under-educated  adults, 
regardless  of  income.  The  services 
are  limited  primarily  to  the  academic 
instruction  with  specific  emphasis  on 
adult  basic  education.  The  federal 
legislation  allows  no  more  than  20% 
of  the  funds  to  be  spent  on  adult  sec- 
ondary education  (grade  equivalent 
9-12)  and  on  academic  instruction. 
Most  of  the  money  is  spent  on  elemen- 
tary level  instruction.  Therefore, 
the  services  available  are  limited; 
the  funds  available  do  not  serve  the 
population  needs  throughout  the  state 
and  the  availability  of  funds  often 
limits  the  local  programs  to  a  part- 
time  basis. 

3.  Elementary  and  High  School  Credit, 
Americanization,  and  GED  Review,  3-1. 
The  provisions  of  the  state  authori- 
zation as  provided  in  the  Illinois 
Adult  Education  Act  of  1967  are  for  the 
reimbursement  of  classes  offered  to 
adults  over  21  years  of  age  and  youth 
whose  schooling  has  been  interrupted. 
The  classes  subject  to  reimbursement 
are  those  providing  instruction  in 
elementary  and  high  school  credit, 
Americanization  and  GED  review.   The 
classes  are  reimbursed  at  $3.50  per 

40  -minutes  of  instruction,  which  was 
established  in  1967  when  the  Act  was 
established.  Additional  revenue  is 
usually  obtained  through  a  tuition 
charge.  The  reimbursement  has  often 
been  prorated  due  to  claims  in  excess 
of  the  appropriation. 
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Currently  local  education  agencies  have 
been  forced  to  address  each  categorical 
program  through  a  separate  application, 
budget  preparation  and  claiming  proce- 
dure. In  only  one  program,  the  Federal 
Mult  Education  Act,  are  the  funds  avail- 
able to  the  administering  agency  in  ad- 
vance, and  within  the  3-1  program, 
funding  may  be  received  -twelve  to  fifteen 
months  after  the  program  was  initiated. 

Currently  the  federal  regulations  allow 
for  forward  funding  for  the  education 
and  training  of  welfare  recipients,  but 
the  state  statutes  specify  monthly 
claims. 

Education  programs  for  adults  have  often 
been  developed  within  those  public  school 
districts  and  aorrmunity  colleges  that 
could  best  afford  to  offer  them.  They 
were  often  not  developed  in  districts 
that  had  more  limited  resources.  Further, 
as  funding  sources  varied,  local  educa- 
tion agencies  with  adult  programs  were 
forced  to  maintain  them  by  providing  ser- 
vices from  whatever  resources  were  avail- 
able. 

Federal  and/or  state  programs  have 
offered  similar  services  to  distinctively 
different  populations.  Services  also 
varied  to  meet  the  needs  required  by  the 
population,  i.e.,  welfare  recipients, 
adult  basic  education,  etc.  The  need  for 
modification  is  primarily  to  enable  the 
local  education  agencies  to  maintain 
flexibility  to  offer  services  in  their 
communities  and  specify  services  as  they 
are  needed  based  on  the  identification 
and/or  eligibility  of  students. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


The  bill  will  provide  for  the  modifica- 
tion or  establishment  of  the  following 
points: 

1.  The  authorization,  under  an  amended 
Section  10:22.20,  would  provide  for 
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adult  education  through  a  single- fund- 
ing source  in  a  one-line  item  budget. 

2 .  The  population  served  would  be  identi- 
fied and  accounted  to  the  respective 
source  of  funds.     The  welfare  recipi- 
ents would  be  identified  and  served, 
based  on  the  "Purchase  of  Service 
Contract"  between  the  Illinois  Office 
of  Education  and  the  Illinois  Depart- 
ment of  Public  Aid.     Services  within 
this  contract  would  be  claimed  accord- 
ingly to  the  Illinois  Department  of 
Public  Aid  for  reimbursement  under 
Title  XX  of  the  Federal  Social  Rshab- 
ilitative  Services  Act.     Non-welfare 
recipients  would  be  served  with  ser- 
vices limited  primarily  to  those 
without  a  high  school  level  of  attain- 
ment or  its  equivalent.     With  the 
development  of  a  cost  allocation  plan, 
services  provided  would  be  properly 
allocated  to  the  respective  program. 

In  general,  Section  10:22.20  will  become 
the  basis  for  a  unified  application  for 
federal  and/or  state  authorized  and 
appropriated  programs. 

HOW  THE  BILL  WILL  ADDRESS  THE  PROBLEM 

Through  the  amendments  to  Section 
10:22.20  to  specifically  remove  the  limi- 
tations of  the  existing  section  to  wel- 
fare recipients  only,  the  section  will 
become  the  basis  to  provide  instructional 
programs  for  adults.  Currently,  the  sec- 
tion sets  the  limitation  for  services 
rendered  to  include  only  welfare  recipi- 
ents.    The  program  offerings  available 
include  basic  level  education,  secondary 
level  education,  vocational,  pre-schcol 
education  program,  transportation  and 
other  supportive  services.     Other  indi- 
viduals, not  eligible  through  referral 
from  the  Department  of  Public  Aid,  do 
not  have  the  same  opportunities  for  ser- 
vice.  The  amendment  will  not  mandate  a 
statewide  adult  education  program,  but 
it  will  provide  for  the  scope  of  service 
to  be  offered  to  be  equitable  to  all. 
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The  local  education  agencies  would  be 
provided  an  approved  budget  and  applica- 
tion to  provide  adult  education  services 
with  some  limitations  on  either  the  num- 
ber of  people  to  be  served  or  the  amount 
of  reimbursement  from  the  State  Board  of 
Education.  However,  the  one  line  item 
budget  would  provide  for  more  equitable 
distribution  of  program  costs  through  a 
cost  allocation  plan. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  modifications 
of  the  existing  provisions  of  Section 
10:22.20  and  the  section  would,  there- 
fore, become  the  basis  for  implementing 
a  unified  application  for  federal  and 
state  programs. 
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PUPIL  TRANSPORTATION  FORMULA 

HB  2211,  Rep.  G.  Schneider  (D-Wheaton) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

MDre  than  740,000  pupils— about  1/3  of 
the  total  Illinois  school  population — 
ware  provided  transportation  services 
during  the  1977-78  school  year.  Of  the 
total  district  cost  of  $86,077,600,  to 
transport  680,093  regular  and  18,167 
vocational  education  pupils,  districts 
were  reimbursed  56  percent,  or  a  total 
of  $47,835,000,  by  the  state.  Special 
education  transportation  programs  pro- 
vided services  to  48,634  pupils  at  a 
total  district  cost  of  $48,027,000,  of 
which  the  state  reimbursed  districts 
about  70  percent,  or  $33,500,000.  Addi- 
tionally, grants  totaling  $10.5  million 
were  made  by  the  Illinois  Department  of 
Transportation  for  subsidy  of  pupil 
transportation  by  mass  transit  systems. 

Transportation  expenditures  have  in- 
creased 127  percent  since  1970-71;  the 
transportation  claims  have  increased  146 
percent;  and  appropriations  have  in- 
creased 117  percent.  Although  there  is 
not  a  great  difference  between  these  in- 
creases, the  appropriations  have  not 
kept  pace  with  either  the  claims  or  the 
expenditures.  Thus,  school  districts 
have  been  forced  to  shoulder  a  larger 
share  of  the  burden  of  the  costs  of  pu- 
pil transportation  services. 

In  contrast  to  the  increase  in  claims 
and  expenditures,  the  costs  per  pupil  of 
special  education  transportation  have  in- 
creased at  a  tremendous  rate  in  response 
to  new  mandates  in  this  area,  in  part. 
Costs  per  pupil  for  regular  pupil  trans- 
portation have  increased  68  percent  since 
1970-71,  and  costs  per  pupil  for  voca- 
tional transportation  have  increased  32 
percent.  In  contrast  to  these  increases 
which  are  less  than  the  increase  in  the 
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Consumer  Price  Index,  the  per  pupil  cost 
of  special  education  transportation  has 
increased  175  percent  since  1970-71. 

Although  total  appropriations  for  pupil 
transportation  for  FY  1979  increased 
$12,835,000  over  the  FY  1978  appropria- 
tion, this  amount  was  not  sufficient  to 
fully  fund  all  of  the  transportation 
claims  of  over  $92  million.  Total  pupil 
transportation  expenditures  rose  from 
$118  million  to  over  $134  million,  a  per- 
centage increase  of  13.5  percent. 

Costs  of  inflation,  fuel  shortages,  and 
increased  labor  costs  have  combined  with 
expanded  service  requirements,  especially 
for  special  education  pupils,  to  drive 
expenditures  for  pupil  transportation 
higher  and  higher.  Since  appropriations 
have  not  kept  pace  with  these  increases 
in  expenditures  and  claims  since  FY  197.5 
more  and  more  school  districts  have  been 
forced  to  rely  upon  larger  local  tax 
levies  for  the  transportation  fund.  Two- 
thirds  of  all  Illinois  school  districts 
are  now  unable  to  increase  the  tax  levy 
for  their  transportation  fund,  and  many 
have  been  forced  to  provide  dollars  for 
transportation  by  diverting  funds  from 
or  limiting  expenditures  for  other  essen- 
tial programs  and  services. 

The  current  transportation  aid  formula, 
unfortunately,  does  not  reward  the  effi- 
cient operation  of  transportation  pro- 
grams. Moreover,  the  current  funding 
mechanism  does  not  recognize  variables 
beyond  a  district's  control  that  affect 
the  cost  of  transportation,  such  as  re- 
gional differences  in  the  cost  of  living 
and  the  density  of  pupils  transported. 
This  results  in  one  district  that  pays 
less  for  gasoline,  but  that  does  not 
route  buses  effectively,  thus  using  sig- 
nificantly more  gas  and  oil,  receiving 
as  much  or  more  in  transportation  aid 
as  a  district  that  pays  more  per  gallon 
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of  gas,  but  which  routes  effectively. 
The  more  a  district  spends,  the  more  it 
gets. 

There  are  large  variations  in  the  expen- 
ditures per  pupil  for  the  transportation 
of  schoolchildren  in  Illinois.  During 
1977-78,  the  expenditures  for  transpor- 
tation of  regular  pupils  ranged  from  $29 
per  pupil  to  $691  per  pupil,  while  ex- 
penditures for  special  education  pupils 
ranged  from  $10  to  $7,000  per  pupil,  and 
the  expenditures  for  vocational  educa- 
tion transportation  ranged  from  $8  per 
pupil  to  over  $7,700  per  pupil.  Some  of 
this  variation  in  expenditure  per  pupil 
is  due  to  factors  beyond  the  control  of 
the  district.  However,  thousands  of 
dollars  are  spent  because  "The  state  will 
pay  the  cost,"  with  no  limit,  over  the 
qualifying  amount.  Since  appropriations 
are  not  sufficient  to  pay  100  percent  of 
claims,  payment  of  district  claims  has 
been  prorated  the  past  four  years.  In 
effect,  districts  which  have  reduced 
costs  are  receiving  prorated  claims  simp- 
ly because  other  districts  are  not  oper- 
ating efficient  programs. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

In  contrast  to  the  current  mechanism  for 
distributing  state  aid  for  pupil  trans- 
portation, an  average  cost  formula  re- 
wards efficient  operation  of  pupil  trans- 
portation programs.  The  concept  of 
efficiency  is  introduced  to  the  formula 
by  allocating  equivalent  low-spending  and 
high-spending  districts  the  same  amount 
of  money  per  eligible  pupil.  The  low- 
spending  district  is  thus  rewarded  for  its 
efficiency  by  receiving  a  higher  percent- 
age— or  level — of  state  aid  than  the  high- 
spending  district,  which  would  be  required 
to  use  local  funds  to  pay  the  difference 
between  its  actual  cost  and  the  average 
cost  per  pupil  for  similar  districts. 
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An  average  cost  formula  has  several  ad- 
vantages, beside  the  encouragement  of 
cost-effective  programs,  over  the  cur- 
rent funding  mechanism.  All  districts, 
no  matter  what  demographic  characteris- 
tics they  possess,  would  be  included  in 
the  average  cost  formula.  This  coordi- 
nated transportation  program  would  re- 
late the  costs  of  special  education  and 
vocational  education  transportation  pro- 
grams to  the  cost  of  regular  transpor- 
tation. Under  the  current  mechanism, 
districts  receive  80  percent  of  the  costs 
of  special  education  and  vocational  edu- 
cation transportation — with  no  dollar 
limit.  This  would  not  occur  under  the 
average  cost  formula.  The  program  would 
remain  current  without  a  change  in  enab- 
ling legislation  each  year,  as  actual 
expenditure  data  are  incorporated  into 
the  formula. 

Because  the  cost  of  providing  transporta- 
tion services  is  escalating,  as  was  men- 
tioned previously,  the  cost  of  funding 
this  formula  at  a  constant  level  will  in- 
crease over  time.  However,  if  Illinois 
school  districts  respond  as  did  districts 
in  other  states  that  use  an  average  cost 
formula,  the  rate  of  increase  over  time 
will  be  much  less. 

Additionally,  whatever  funds  are  made 
available  from  appropriations  would  be 
distributed  in  a  fairer  and  more  equit- 
able manner.  It  should  be  emphasized 
that  the  average  cost  method  can  distri- 
bute fairly  any  amount  of  funds  the 
state  appropriates  at  any  transportation 
spending  level. 

More  importantly,  the  average  cost  form- 
ula recognizes  that  there  are  legitimate 
reasons  why  expenditures  per  pupil  vary 
from  district  to  district.  School  offi- 
cials have  suggested  that  the  number  of 
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pupils  transported,  wage  rates,  sparsity 
or  density  of  pupils,  road  conditions, 
and  other  geographic  features  affect 
transportation  costs.  These  superinten- 
dents and  others  concerned  with  pupil 
transportation  believe  that  it  is  unfair 
to  compare  costs  in  their  districts  with 
costs  in  districts  that  are  not  like 
their  own.  The  average  cost  formula  com- 
pares districts  only  to  other  districts 
which  have  similar  but  not  identical 
characteristics . 

Although  the  mathematics  supporting  an 
average  cost  formula  are  complex,  an  av- 
erage cost  formula  is  actually  very 
simple.  Districts  are  compared  to  other 
similar  districts  to  determine  the  aver- 
age cost  per  regular,  eligible  pupil 
transported  among  the  similar  districts. 
The  districts  are  then  reimbursed  up  to 
the  average  cost  per  pupil  for  similar 
districts  in  the  operation  of  their  trans- 
portation programs.  For  example,  Dis- 
tricts A,  B,  C,  and  D  are   similar  to  one 
another  in  the  operation  of  their  trans- 
portation programs.  District  A  has  an 
average  cost  per  regular  eligible  pupil 
transported  of  $110  while  District  B  has 
an  average  cost  of  $160  per  pupil;  Dis- 
trict C  spends  $85  per  pupil  and  District 
D  spends  $125  per  pupil.  The  average 
cost  among  these  districts  is  $120;  and 
under  an  average  cost  formula,  each  dis- 
trict would  be  reimbursed  up  to  $120  per 
pupil,  if  sufficient  funds  were  appropri- 
ated. 

District  A  would  receive  only  $110  per 
pupil,  since  that  was  all  that  was  spent; 
District  B  would  receive  $120;  District 
D  -  $85;  and  District  D  -  $120.  Districts 
A  and  C  would  be  reimbursed  all  of  their 
allowable  costs,  while  District  B  would 
receive  75  percent  of  its  costs,  and  Dis- 
trict D  would  receive  96  percent. 

To  determine  which  districts  that  trans- 
ported pupils  in  Illinois  were  similar, 
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over  150  variables- — like  salaries — or 
number  of  pupils  transported — were 
studied  to  determine  if  there  was  any 
relationship  between  the  variables  and 
the  cost  of  transporting  one  regular, 
eligible  pupil. 

In  Illinois,  it  was  found  that  over  half 
of  the  variance  in  expenditures  could  be 
explained  by  combinations  of  four  fac- 
tors: type  of  district  (elementary,  unit, 
or  high  school) ;  method  of  ownership 
(district-owned,  contract,  or  a  mixture 
of  both) ;  areal  density  (number  of  eligi- 
ble, regular  pupils  transported  per 
square  mile  in  the  district) ;  and  linear 
density  (the  number  of  bus  route  miles 
traveled  per  regular,  eligible  pupil 
transported) .  These  variables  were  used 
to  find  similar  districts.  That  is,  for 
example,  all  unit  districts  which  owned 
and  operated  their  own  transportation 
programs,  and  who  had  similar  areal  and 
linear  densities  were  compared  to  one  an- 
other, but  not  to  elementary  or  high 
school  districts. 

Using  a  combination  of  the  four  variables 
(mode,  type,  linear  and  areal  density) , 
an  average  cost  per  regular,  eligible  pu- 
pil transported  was  found  for  all  dis- 
tricts that  transported  pupils.  This  was 
called  the  "predicted  cost." 

To  include  special  education  and  voca- 
tional pupil  transportation  in  the  for- 
mula, weightings  were  used.  The  ratio 
between  the  state  average  cost  to  trans- 
port one  special  education  pupil  and 
the  state  average  cost  to  transport  one 
regular  pupil  was  used  as  the  weighting 
for  special  education.  The  like  ratio 
was  used  for  vocational  transportation 
weighting . 

Then,  the  average  cost  per  regular,  eli- 
gible pupil  "predicted"  for  each  district 
was  multiplied  by  the  sum  of  the  regular, 
eligible  pupils  and  the  weighted  special 
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education  and  vocational  education  pu- 
pils, to  determine  a  district's  entitle- 
ment. No  district  would  be  entitled  to 
more  than  its  actual  costs.  For  dis- 
tricts or  cooperatives  which  did  not 
transport  regular  pupils,  or  for  whom  an 
average  cost  could  not  be  calculated  be- 
cause of  unavailable  data,  the  state 
average  cost  was  used. 

The  total  amount  appropriated  would  be 
distributed  in  a  fair  and  equitable  man- 
ner by  the  average  cost  formula,  which 
coordinates  all  three  pupil  transporta- 
tion programs.  Under  this  methodology, 
every  district  in  the  state  would  be 
compared  only  to  districts  which  are 
similar  to  their  district  in  the  opera- 
tion of  transportation  programs. 

Those  districts  which  operate  efficient 
and  cost-effective  programs  would  be  re- 
warded for  their  efficiency,  while  dis- 
tricts which  chose  to  operate  at  higher 
cost  levels  than  the  average  would  not 
receive  state  monies  to  support  local 
choice  programs  in  excess  of  the  average 
cost.  In  this  way,  the  economic  and  ef- 
ficient use  of  public  monies  would  be 
promoted. 
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SUMMER  SCHOOL  REIMBURSEMENTS 

SB  718,  Senator  D.  Shapiro  (R-Amboy) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

The  FY  1980  budget  approved  by  the  State 
Board  of  Education  recommends  an  appro- 
priation of  $3,500,000  to  honor  summer 
school  reimbursement  claims.  Reimburse- 
ment with  this  appropriation  would  be 
limited  to  summer  school  programs  serv- 
ing severely  and  profoundly  handicapped 
children  described  in  Sections  14-7.02, 
14-7. 02a  and  14-7.03  of  The  School  Code. 

The  summer  school  program  has  been  a 
non-mandated  program.  Since  FY  1977,  re- 
imbursement has  been  limited  to  programs 
serving  severely  and  profoundly  handi- 
capped children  because  of  the  need  to 
insure  continued  educational  services  for 
these  children  during  the  summer.  The 
last  year  the  General  Assembly  appropri- 
ated funds  to  honor  regular  summer  school 
claims  was  FY  1976.  The  appropriation 
was  $30,100,000  and  the  enrollment  was 
327,454  students.  Limiting  the  summer 
school  program  reimbursement  allowed  the 
state  to  both  meet  the  summer  school 
needs  for  certain  handicapped  children 
and  at  the  same  time  reduce  significantly 
state  funds  appropriated  for  summer 
school. 

Handicapped  children  placed  in  institu- 
tional settings  described  in  Section 
14-7.03  (orphanages,  children's  homes, 
foster  family  homes,  state  agencies  and 
state  residential  units)  are  generally 
placed  there  for  the  entire  year.  They 
are  also  generally  among  the  severely 
handicapped,  and  thus  need  educational 
programming  throughout  the  year  in  order 
to  avoid  losing  the  progress  they  are 
able  to  make  during  the  regular  school 
term.  Summer  school  has  been  permitted 
for  other  severely  handicapped  students 
who  live  at  home  or  in  approved  non-pub- 
lic residential  facilities  and  should  be 
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allowed  for  all  severely  handicapped 
children  for  whom  the  local  education 
agencies  feel  it  is  necessary  and  appro- 
priate, whether  they  live  at  home  or  in 
private  or  state-operated  residential 
facilities.  Extending  summer  school 
programs  to  include  all  severely  handi- 
capped children  would  be  consistent 
with  P.  L.  94-142,  which  requires  a  free 
and  appropriate  education  for  such  chil- 
dren. 

The  recommended  appropriation  level  for 
FY  1980  will  be  sufficient  to  provide 
services  to  11,800  children,  a  3,300  in- 
crease over  FY  1979.  Legislation  is  re- 
quired to  support  this  change  to  extend 
coverage  to  children  eligible  under  Sec- 
tion 14-7.03  in  addition  to  those 
presently  covered  under  Sections  14-7.02 
and  14-7. 02a.   It  is  anticipated  that 
approximately  2,600  Section  14-7.03  chil- 
dren will  be  served  at  a  reimbursement 
cost  of  $1.0  million  dollars. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


The  bill  would  amend  Section  18-4.3  of 
The  School  Code.  It  would  be  similar  to 
bills  introduced  in  past  years  for  the 
purpose  of  limiting  summer  school  reim- 
bursement to  approved  programs  serving 
severely  and  profoundly  handicapped  chil- 
dren as  described  in  Sections  14-7.02 
and  14-7. 02a.  It  would  extend  this  limi- 
tation through  FY  1980,  and  would  also 
allow  for  full  summer  school  reimburse- 
ment for  severely  and  profoundly  handi- 
capped children  served  under  Section 
14-7.03. 
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TEACHER  CERTIFICATION  FEES 

HB  2106,  Rep.  ].  McCourt  (R-Evanston) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

The  issuance  of  administrative  and 
teaching  certificates  by  the  State 
Teacher  Certification  Board  peaked  in 
1972,  with  a  total  of  34,107  certifi- 
cates issued  that  year.     According  to 
the  daily  record  of  fees  received  by 
the  Board  for  the  period  from  July  1, 
1977  to  June  30,  1978,   a  total  of 
26,569  certificates  and  duplicate  cer- 
tificates were  issued.     This  total  in- 
cluded 13,171  transcript  evaluations, 
10,872  entitlement  applications,  and 
2,526  duplicate  certificates.     Fees  col- 
lected totaled  $245,482,  derived  from 
the  $10  dollar  fees  for  evaluations  and 
certificates  currently  provided  under 
Section  21-12  of  The  School  Code,  and 
$2  state  fee  for  duplicate  certificates 
pursuant  to  Section  21-16  of  The  School 
Code.     Certificates  issued  included  ad- 
ministrative certificates,  and  those 
for  other  categories  such  as  elementary, 
high  school,  early  childhood,  special 
education,  substitute  certificates,  etc. 

A  study  conducted  in  May,  1977  revealed 
that  costs  for  issuing  certificates  had 
risen  to  $16.92  each  by  late  1976.  The 
costs  have  continued  to  rise  because  of 
inflation.  The  Internal  Audit  Section 
of  the  Illinois  Office  of  Education 
has  indicated  that  an  increase  to  $20 
for  certification  and  evaluation  fees 
would  almost  equal  the  costs,  including 
data  processing. 

Once  a  certificate  has  been  issued,  its 
registration,  renewal  and  the  issuance 
of  duplicates  is  processed  through  the 
regional  superintendent's  office.     Sec- 
tions 21-16  and  21-17  provide  for  the 
fees  as  follows: 
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For  registration  and  renewal  -  $2 
which  goes  into  the  regional  super- 
intendent 's  Institute  Fund;  and 

For  duplicate  certificates  -  $4, 
$2  to  the  State  Board  of  Education 
(which  goes  into  the  State  Treas- 
ury) ;  and  $2  to  the  regional  super- 
intendent (which  goes  into  the 
Institute  Fund) . 

Many  regional  superintendents  have  in- 
formed the  IOE  that  money  received  for 
Institute  Funds  does  not  cover  the  costs 
of  providing  institute  services  such  as 
professional  educational  experiences, 
in-service  training  workshops  or  other 
professional  education  gatherings. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  none  of  the 
fees  described  above  have  been  changed 
since  1964;   in  fact,  the  registration/re- 
newal fee  has  been  unchanged  since  1955. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


This  bill  would  amend  Section  21-12  to 
increase  the  fee  for  each  application  for 
certification  or  evaluation  of  creden- 
tials from  $10  to  $20.     Sections  21-16 
and  21-17  would  also  be  amended  to  in- 
crease the  fees  for  duplicate  certifi- 
cates from  $2  to  $4    (payable  to  the 
regional  superintendent)    and  from  $2  to 
$4    (payable  to  the  State  Board  of  Educa- 
tion)   and  to  increase  the  registration 
or  renewal  fee  from  $2  to  $4,  payable  to 
the  regional  superintendent. 
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TEACHER  CERTIFICATION  PROGRAM  APPROVAI 

HB  2207,  Rep.  J.  McCourt  (R-Evanston) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Individuals  can  be  certified  as  teachers 
in  Illinois  in  one  of  two  ways.  They 
can  be  recommended  for  certification  by 
a  college  or  university  with  an  approved 
program  of  teacher  preparation,  or  they 
can  present  their  college  transcript  to 
the  State  Teacher  Certification  Section 
of  the  Illinois  Office  of  Education  to 
determine  if  they  meet  minimum  course  re- 
quirements. Because  the  completion  of 
an  approved  program  of  teacher  training 
is  not  required  by  law,  an  individual  can 
collect  the  minimum  number  of  required 
courses  and  become  a  certificated  teacher. 

It  has  long  been  recognized  by  educators 
throughout  the  country  that  an  integrated, 
sequential  program  of  studies  in  a  spe- 
cialized area  is  a  sound  basis  for  the 
education  of  teachers.  It  provides  the 
individual  with  a  broader  background  in  a 
given  area  and  enhances  the  quality  of 
classroom  teaching.  In  the  early  1960 's 
Illinois  accepted  the  approved  program 
system  as  the  preferred  means  of  teacher 
certification.  It  was  anticipated  that 
the  changeover  from  the  minimum  course 
requirement  programs  would  be  90  percent 
complete  by  the  1970 's.  However,  today 
only  about  55  percent  of  the  teacher  cer- 
tificates issued  by  the  State  of  Illinois 
are  to  individuals  completing  approved 
programs  of  study.  The  remainder  are  is- 
sued on  the  basis  of  transcript  evalua- 
tion of  minimum  course  requirements. 

Of  those  certificates  issued  through 
transcript  evaluation,  roughly  35  percent 
are  issued  to  individuals  who  have  at- 
tended Illinois  institutions  with 
approved  programs  in  the  same  area  for 
which  certification  is  obtained.  Insti- 
tutions with  approved  programs  often 
counsel  a  student  out  of  a  teaching  car- 
eer based  upon  determined  deficiencies 
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in  performance  or  ability,  questionable 
moral  character,  or  other  just  causes. 
However,  under  the  present  dual  system, 
such  a  student  can  complete  the  required 
number  of  courses,  often  at  several  dif- 
ferent schools,  and  present  a  transcript 
to  the  state  to  be  certified. 

The  national  trend  is  toward  adoption  of 
approved  programs  for  certification. 
Thirty-seven  states  require  completion  of 
an  approved  program  as  the  sole  basis 
for  certification.  Illinois  should  eli- 
minate the  transcript  evaluation  proce- 
dure of  teacher  certification  except  for 
those  certificated  teachers  seeking  addi- 
tional teaching  certificates,  and  should 
adopt  the  approved  program  system  as  the 
basis  of  initial  certification.  This 
measure  is  endorsed  by  the  State  Certifi- 
cation Board. 

Experienced  employed  teachers  should  be 
permitted  to  obtain  additional  teaching 
certificates  such  as  early  childhood, 
special  or  high  school,  without  accep- 
tance through  an  approved  program  study 
system.  In  many  instances,  both  teach- 
ers and  regional  superintendents  feel 
that  institutions  may  be  excessive  in 
setting  forth  requirements  for  teachers 
who  are  already  certificated,  thus,  the 
transcript  evaluation  process  should  be 
allowed  for  those  certified  teachers  who 
meet  the  requirements  for  the  certifi- 
cates as  approved  by  the  State  Superin- 
tendent and  the  State  Teacher  Certifica- 
tion Board. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

In  addition  to  the  existing  statutory 
requirement  for  obtaining  a  certificate, 
the  holding  of  a  bachelor's  degree  and 
the  completion  of  a  minimum  number  of 
semester  hours  -  candidates  for  certifi- 
cation would  have  to  meet  t^o  additional 
requirements.     They  would  have  to  have 
completed  a  sequential  program  of  teacher 
training  approved  by  the  State  Superin- 
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tendent  of  Education  in  consultation  with 
the  State  Teacher  Certification  Board, 
and  the  institution  at  which  they  took 
that  training  would  have  to  recommend 
them  for  certification.  The  transcript 
evaluation  procedure  of  obtaining  certi- 
fication would  be  removed  from  the  law 
except  for  those  already  certificated 
teachers  seeking  additional  teaching  cer- 
tificates. Such  certified  teachers  would 
be  granted  the  right  to  submit  an  appli- 
cation for  evaluation  of  credentials  to 
the  state. 

Under  this  proposal,  colleges  and  univer- 
sities offering  approved  teacher  training 
programs  would  have  to  institute  a  griev- 
ance procedure  that  persons  denied  insti- 
tutional recommendation  could  utilize  if 
necessary.  If  the  school  refused  to  re- 
verse its  decision,  the  candidate  for  cer- 
tification could  appeal  his  or  her  case 
to  the  State  Teacher  Certification  Board, 
which  would  recommend  final  action  to  the 
State  Superintendent. 

These  changes  would  be  made  through  amend- 
ments to  Sections  21-2.1,  21-3,  21-4  and 
21-5  of  The  School  Code,  and  would  become 
effective  July  1,  1980. 
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DESEGREGATION  ASSISTANCE 

HB  2208,  Rep.  C.  Gaines  (R-Chicago) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

"Ihe  elimination  and  prevention  of  racial 
segregation  in  Illinois  schools  are 
required  by  The  School  Code  in  Section 
10-22.5,  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  State  Board  of  Education.  No  state 
funds  earmarked  for  desegregation-related 
costs  have  been  allocated  to  the  school 
districts  in  Illinois.  Technical  assis- 
tance from  the  Illinois  Office  of  Educa- 
tion is  the  only  type  of  aid  provided  by 
the  state  to  school  districts  developing 
or  implementing  a  desegregation  plan. 
The  only  direct  financial  aid  available 
has  been  provided  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 

Some  data  are  available  on  the  costs  in- 
curred by  Illinois  school  districts  that 
have  undertaken  a  desegregation  process. 
Fourteen  sample  school  districts  were 
surveyed  in  1978  in  order  to  determine 
desegregation  expenses.  The  total  amount 
spent  by  these  districts  for  desegrega- 
tion was  $9.2  million.  In  reviewing  the 
expenditures,  it  is  important  to  note 
that  the  districts  surveyed  contained  a 
total  minority  enrollment  of  less  than 
35,000  students,  and  total  student  enroll- 
ment of  only  108,000. 

WHAT  IHE  BILL  DOES 

This  bill  authorizes  the  State  Board  of 
Education  to  provide  financial  assistance 
to  school  districts  for  costs  associated 
with  the  implementation  of  desegregation 
plans.  The  bill  would  recognize  past  fis- 
cal commitments  and  any  current  plans  in 
assisting  districts  financially  for  their 
desegregation  efforts. 
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School  districts  interested  in  applying 
for  state  funds  under  this  Act  would  be 
required  to  submit  proposals  for  appro- 
val. Such  proposals  may  include,  but 
need  not  be  limited  to,  the  following: 

1.  A  description  of  student  reassign- 
ment efforts  previously  undertaken 
and  the  cost  incurred. 

2.  The  number  of  students  proposed  to 
be  reassigned  by  attendance  centers. 

3.  Provisions  for  special  services  and 
instruction,  innovative  programs, 
curriculum  development,  staff  train- 
ing and  community  involvement. 

4.  Projected  cost  of  the  student  re- 
assignment proposal  detailed  by  the 
cost  items. 

Funds  would  be  allocated  on  the  basis  of 
approved  programs  and  appropriations. 
Special  consideration  would  be  given  to 
those  districts  which  have  previously 
undertaken  reassignment  programs. 

The  State  Board  of  Education  has  recom- 
mended an  appropriation  of  $15  million 
for  this  program  in  FY  1980. 
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INTER-DISTRICT  INCENTIVE  PROGRAM 

HB  2109,  Rep.  Q.  Goodwin  (D-Chicago) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

The  elimination  and  prevention  of  racial 
segregation  in  Illinois  schools  are  re- 
quired by  The  School  Code  (Section  10- 
22.5)  and  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  State  Board  of  Education.  Technical 
assistance  from  the  Illinois  Office  of 
Education  has  been  the  only  type  of  aid 
provided  by  the  state  to  school  districts 
developing  or  implementing  desegregation 
plans.  No  state  funds  earmarked  for  de- 
segregation-related costs  have  been 
allocated  to  Illinois  school  districts. 

Several  Illinois  districts  have  a  major- 
ity of  minority  pupils,  making  it  diffi- 
cult— if  not  impossible — to  effectively 
desegregate  within  their  boundaries. 
Other  states  such  as  Wisconsin  have  re- 
viewed the  problem  and  have  come  up  with 
only  two  potential  solutions:  to  either 
require  school  district  consolidation  or 
provide  for  voluntary  transfer  of  stu- 
dents across  district  lines. 

Thousands  of  Illinois  students  already 
cross  district  lines  for  vocational  edu- 
cation, special  education  and  for  certain 
gifted  education  programs.  Certain  city 
districts  including  Chicago  admit  stu- 
dents from  other  districts  for  advanced 
or  technical  programs  such  as  those  at  the 
Washburne  Trade  School. 

Dozens  of  suburban  school  districts  have 
vacant  seats  and  partially  empty  school 
buildings.  It  is  possible  to  design  an 
incentive  program  to  help  solve  two  prob- 
lems, declining  enrollment  and  desegrega- 
tion, by  providing  for  minority  students 
to  attend  school  in  other  school  dis- 
tricts. 

At  present  a  student  can  only  attend 
school  in  another  district  if  a  parent  or 
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the  sending  school  will  pay  the  tuition 
and  transportation  costs.     This  serves 
as  a  deterrent  to  achieving  racial  inte- 
gration in  a  city  and  its  nearby  oommu- 
nities. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

It  provides  for  financial  assistance  to 
school  districts  which  voluntarily  agree 
to  enter  into  inter-district  desegrega- 
tion programs.     With  the  approval  of  the 
parents  or  guardians  of  affected  students, 
the  school  board  of  a  district  of  pro- 
posed attendance  may  voluntarily  enter 
into  annual  written  agreements  to  permit 
students  to  attend  a  school  outside  the 
district  of  residence  when  such  transfers 
serve  to  reduce  racial  imbalance  in 
either  of  the  school  districts. 

Upon  pre-approval  of  inter-district 
transfer  agreements  submitted  jointly  by 
the  sending  and  receiving  districts,  the 
receiving  school  districts  would  receive 
state  grants  in  lieu  of  the  per  capita 
tuition  charges  required  to  be  paid  by  the 
sending  school  district.     The  receiving 
districts  may  also  receive  additional  aid 
in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  product  of 
each  tuition  grant  weighted  by  .25  per 
pupil  upon  preapproval  of  supplementary 
cost  plans.   Such  plans  may  include  provi- 
sions for  special  services  and  instruc- 
tion, innovative  programs,  curriculum 
development  and  staff  in-service  training. 
Districts  providing  transportation  to 
transferred  students  could  be  reimbursed 
therefor,  with  the  reimbursement  not  to 
exceed  20  percent  of  the  grants. 

The  State  Board  is  authorized  to  appoint 
regional  coordinating  councils  to  facil- 
itate the  implementation  of  this  Act. 
The  Board  has  requested  an  appropriation 
of  $1  million  in  FY  1980  for  this  pro- 
gram. 
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SPECIAL  EDUCATION  BUILDING  PROGRAMS 

HB  2204,  Rep.  G.  Hoffman  (R-Elmhurst) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Ihe  special  education  building  reim- 
bursement program  was  enacted  in  1969  to 
provide  adequate  housing  in  an  environ- 
ment that  permits  handicapped  children 
to  be  educated  to  the  limits  of  their 
capacities.  Districts  participating  in 
the  program  are  authorized,  upon  appro- 
val by  the  State  Board  of  Education,  to 
levy  a  2C  tax  (4C  for  unit  districts)  for 
not  more  than  eight  years.   Ihe  revenue 
generated  from  this  tax  can  be  used  only 
for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
special  education  facilities.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  local  revenue  accumulated  for 
this  purpose,  the  state  provides  reim- 
bursement to  participating  school  dis- 
tricts equal  to  $1,000  per  professional 
special  education  worker  employed  by  the 
district  in  the  prior  year.  Until  FY 
1975,  an  annual  General  Revenue  Fund  ap- 
propriation of  approximately  $10  million 
was  made  for  special  education  building 
reimbursements.  During  FY  1976  and  1977, 
funding  for  the  program  was  financed  by 
the  sale  of  state  bonds  authorized  under 
the  School  Construction  Bond  Act.  Ihe 
Special  Education  Building  Reimbursement 
Program  has  been  unfunded  since  FY  1977. 

Ihe  General  Assembly  created  the  Capital 
Assistance  Program  in  1973.  Senate  Bill 
908  provided  for  joint  administrative 
responsibilities  by  the  Capital  Develop- 
ment Board  and  the  Office  of  the  Super- 
intendent of  Public  Instruction.  Ihe 
purpose  of  the  program  was  to  provide  the 
necessary  capital  facilities  to  permit 
essential  education  services.  To  achieve 
this  purpose,  legislation  authorized  the 
sale  of  $400  million  of  School  Construc- 
tion Bonds.  The  program  was  divided  in- 
to two  portions — construction  and  debt 
service — and  the  legislation  specified 
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that  a  "grant  index"  would  be  used  for 
determining  the  state  and  local  shares 
of  each. 

The  index  arrays  districts  on  the  basis 
of  equalized  assessed  valuation  per  pu- 
pil, and  limits  state  participation  from 
20%  for  the  wealthiest  districts  to  70% 
for  the  poorest  districts.  The  index 
is  multiplied  against  project  costs  re- 
cognized by  the  Capital  Development 
Board  guidelines  to  determine  the  state 
share  of  construction  grants.  The  index 
is  multiplied  against  50%  of  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  costs  of  eligible  bond 
offerings  to  determine  the  state  share 
of  annual  Debt  Service  grants. 

Legislation  enacted  in  1975  (SB  3050) 
authorized  the  State  Board  of  Education 
to  issue  grant  entitlements  and  deter- 
mine priorities  for  Planning  Assistance, 
School  Construction  Projects,  and  Debt 
Service.  The  State  Board  became  the 
initial  point  of  contact  for  district 
application  for  grants,  and  was  charged 
with  reviewing  and  approving  the  district 
plans  prior  to  action  on  grant  applica- 
tions. The  Capital  Development  Board 
retained  the  power  to  commit  School  Con- 
struction Bond  funds  through  grant  awards 
after  the  State  Board  of  Education  for- 
mally recognized  the  facilities  needs  of 
the  local  districts.  This  division  of 
responsibilities  has  continued  to  remain 
in  effect. 

In  April,  1977,  Governor  Thompson  asked 
the  State  Board  of  Education  and  the 
Capital  Development  Board  to  jointly  re- 
view the  Capital  Assistance  Program.  The 
report  presented  to  the  Governor  in 
October,  1977  recommended  that  special 
education  construction  be  brought  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Capital  Assistance 
Program.  The  current  special  education 
building  reimbursement  program  simply 
generates  $1,000  per  professional  employ- 
ee, and  has  no  direct  relationship  to 
actual  construction  costs.  Placing  the 
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special  education  building  programs  under 
the  Capital  Assistance  Program  will  in- 
sure that  state  funds  for  construction 
will  be  directly  related  to  actual  con- 
struction costs  rather  than  the  persomel 
employed. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

This  bill  amends  The  School  Code  and  the 
Capital  Assistance  Program  as  follows: 

1.  The  special  education  building 
program  is  amended  to  provide  that 
no  further  reimbursements  shall  be 
made  for  the  1978-79  school  year 
and  thereafter. 

2.  Section  17-2. 2a,  pertaining  to  the 
special  education  building  tax  levy, 
is  amended  to  delete  the  8-year  tax 
limitation  and  provide  that  the  tax 
revenue  may  also  be  used  to  meet 
the  local  share  of  cost  of  a  state- 
supported  special  education  build- 
ing project  under  the  Capital 
Assistance  Program. 

3.  Section  19-31  is  amended  to  permit 
districts  qualifying  for  a  state 
special  education  building  grant  and 
levying  the  tax  in  Section  17-2. 2a 
to  issue  bonds  for  construction  pur- 
poses to  help  meet  the  local  share 
of  costs  of  financing  construction 
projects  under  the  Capital  Assis- 
tance Program. 

4.  The  existing  $100  million  bond  auth- 
ority under  the  Capital  Assistance 
Program  for  debt  service  is  reduced 
to  $90  million.  The  10  million  is 
transferred  to  establish  a  bond  auth- 
ority for  special  education  construc- 
tion purposes  for  those  districts 
which  have  participated  in  the  Spe- 
cial Education  Building  Reimbursement 
Program. 
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The  Capital  Assistance  Grant  Index 
is  amended  to  state  that,  for  pur- 
poses of  a  special  education  school 
construction  project,  the  amount  of 
the  state  grant  shall  be  reduced  by 
the  amount  of  construction  funds  re- 
ceived in  prior  years  under  the 
Special  Education  Reimbursement  Pro- 
gram. 
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HANDICAPPED  CENSUS  REPORT 

HB  2205,  Rep.  G.  Hoffman  (R-Elmhurst) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Federal  legislation  amended  the  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education  Act  to 
require  child  counts  on  an  annual  basis, 
and  submission  of  reports  on  December  1, 
annually.  The  amendment  received  presi- 
dential approval  the  latter  part  of 
October,  1978. 

Section  2-3.30  of  The  School  Code  author- 
izes the  State  Superintendent  to  require 
census  reports  from  regional  superinten- 
dents. Section  3-15.11,  as  amended  dur- 
ing the  80th  session  of  the  General 
Assembly,  requires  that  regional  superin- 
tendents take  an  annual  census  on  March 
1  of  all  handicapped  children  through  age 
21  who  were  receiving  special  education. 
This  bill  is  needed  to  change  the  exist- 
ing requirement  of  the  March  1  handi- 
capped population  count  to  conform  to  the 
December  1  requirement  established  by  the 
federal  government.  Ihe  change  would 
allow  the  state  to  be  in  compliance  with 
federal  regulations. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

This  bill  amends  Section  2-3.30  and  Sec- 
tion 3-15.11  of  The  School  Code  to  auth- 
orize the  State  Superintendent  ~to  require 
that  regional  superintendents  annually 
take  a  special  education  census  on 
December  1  and  submit  their  reports  en 
or  before  December  22  each  year. 
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TRANSPORTATION  FOR  DUALLY  ENROLLED 
HANDICAPPED  STUDENTS 

SB  569,  Senator  A.  Berman  (D-Chicago) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

In  order  to  meet  the  federal  and  state 
mandates  of  a  free,  appropriate  public 
education  for  all  handicapped  students, 
local  school  districts  must  assure  the 
provision  of  special  education  and  re- 
lated services  to  handicapped  children 
enrolled  in  parochial,  private  and  inde- 
pendent elementary  and  secondary  schools. 
There  are  about  380,000  students  enrolled 
in  such  schools.  It  is  estimated  from 
pilot  studies  that  approximately  5%  or 
less  of  that  number  may  need  special  ed- 
ucation or  related  services. 

Senate  Bill  388  was  passed  by  the  80th 
General  Assembly  in  order  to  both  require 
and  assist  districts  to  provide  services 
to  such  students.  The  Governor,  using  his 
amendatory  authority,  recommended  that 
the  bill  be  changed  to  read  as  follows: 
"School  districts  shall  provide  transpor- 
tation for  handicapped  children  accepted 
in  part-time  attendance  on  the  same  basis 
as  those  pupils  provided  transportation 
under  Section  29-4  of  The  School  Code." 
Since  Section  29-4  pertains  to  transpor- 
tation services  between  residence  and  the 
attendance  center,  SB  388  does  not  clearly 
address  the  need  for  transportation  as  a 
related  service  for  students  dually  en- 
rolled in  private  and  public  schools. 
This  bill  is  needed  to  clarify  that  issue. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


It  amends  Section  14-6.01  of  The  School 
Code  to  require  that  "School  districts 
shall  provide  transportation  for  handi- 
capped children  accepted  in  part-time  at- 
tendance only  if  required  as  a  related 
service  due  to  the  child's  handicapping 
condition,  as  provided  in  the  child's  in- 
dividualized education  program,  or  duetto 
the  distance  from  the  nearest  program." 
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MATERIALS  CENTER  TO  DEAF/BLIND  CENTER 

SB  573,  Senate  President  Rock  (D-Chicago) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Senate  Bill  379,  effective  in  1975,  es- 
tablished Section  14-11.02  of  The  School 
Cods.  The  Section  provided  that  the 
Illinois  Office  of  Education  develop  and 
operate  a  statwide  center  for  deaf/blind 
individuals,  including  a  residential  and 
service  center  in  the  Chicago  metropoli- 
tan area.  This  is  now  done  via  a  contract 
between  the  IOE  and  the  Cook  County  Edu- 
cational Service  Region. 

The  Center  operates  on  a  "no  reject"  bas- 
is as  required  by  law,  and  provides 
residential  and  educational  services  and 
full  counseling  services  for  all  persons 
under  21  with  both  auditory  and  visual 
impairments  who  cannot  properly  be  accom- 
modated in  special  or  vocational  rehabil- 
itation programs.  It  serves  to  assist 
all  deaf/blind  persons  in  locating  voca- 
tional and  other  services. 

Section  14-11.01  of  The  School  Code  re- 
quires  that  the  Illinois  Office  of 
Education  maintain  a  depository  to  provide 
resources  for  the  coordination,  cataloging, 
standardizing,  production,  procurement, 
storage  and  distribution  of  educational 
materials  needed  by  handicapped  children 
and  adults. 

This  function  could  be  more  efficiently 
managed  by  the  Center,  with  the  categori- 
cal grant  funds  provided  for  resources  in- 
cluded in  the  line  item  appropriation  for 
maintaining  the  Deaf  /Blind  Center.   The 
costs  associated  with  providing  the  resour- 
ces for  deaf/blind  individuals  would  be 
reduced,  and  the  resources  would  be  placed 
closer  to  the  population  needing  them. 
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The  recommended  appropriation  for  the 
Deaf  /Blind  Center,  $2,062,700,  for 
FY  1980,  would  absorb  the  costs  for  pro- 
viding the  resources  mandated  by  Section 
14-11.01.     Of  the  requested  increase, 
$350,000  represents  the  cost  of  materials, 


WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 

This  bill  would  amend  Section  14-11.01  of 
Ihe  School  Code,  which  mandates  the 
Illinois  Office  of  Education  to  maintain 
an  educational  materials  coordination  unit 
within  the  state  agency.  It  would  also 
authorize  the  Regional  Deaf /Blind  Center, 
as  provided  for  in  Section  14-11.02,  to 
carry  out  the  responsibilities  of  the 
materials  center. 
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PRE-SCHOOL  HANDICAPPED  CHILDREN 
REIMBURSEMENT 

HB  2212,  Rep.  M.  J.  Hallstrom  (R-Evanston) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

Article  14  of  The  School  Gode  requires 
special  education  programs  for  all  han- 
dicapped children  ages  three  to  twenty- 
one.     The  State  Board  of  Education  has 
encouraged  local  school  districts  to 
provide  these  programs  based  on  individr- 
ual     educational  needs.     This  practice 
is  also  consistent  with  requirements 
contained  in  Public  Law  94-142. 

Both  the  Resource  Equalizer  Formula  and 
the  Strayer-Haig  Formula  contained  in 
Section  18-8  of  The  School  Code  limit 
reimbursable  attendance  to  one-half  day 
of  attendance  for  pre-school  children. 
This  restriction  applies  regardless  of 
whether  a  child  requires  and  receives 
benefit  from  a  full-day  program  or  a  pro- 
gram involving  four  or  more  clock  hours. 

Section  18-8  currently  works  against  the 
state  and  federal  policy  pertaining  to 
individualized  special  education  programs. 
Such  programs  may  involve  attendance  in 
excess  of  four  clock  hours.     However, 
Section  18-8  does  not  allow  such  programs 
to  be  taken  into  account  for  purposes  of 
attendance  and  state  aid.     Thus ,  Section 
18-8  limits  attendance  to  one-half  day 
although  the  individual  program  may  re- 
quire a  full  day  of  attendance  or  atten- 
dance beyond  four  clock  hours.      In  such 
situations,  the  additional  hours  are  not 
included  for  purposes  of  state  aid. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


This  bill  provides  that,   for  handicapped 
children  below  the  age  of  six  whose  edu- 
cational needs  so  require,   a  session  of 
four  or  more  clock  hours  may  be  counted 
as  a  full  day  of  attendance  for  purposes 
of  general  state  aid. 
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HOW  THE  BILL  MEETS  THE  NEED 

This  bill  will  remove  the  current  state 
aid  attendance  restriction  of  one-half 
day  of  attendance  for  certain  handicapped 
children  below  the  age  of  six.  It  recog- 
nizes the  fact  that  many  of  these  chil- 
dren may  have  individual  programs  which 
are  scheduled  to  their  benefit  and  which 
involve  attendance  for  a  full  day  or  be- 
yond the  four  clock  hours.  In  such 
cases,  this  bill  will  permit  the  district 
to  recognize  the  attendance  for  purposes 
of  state  aid.  It  also  will  eliminate 
situations  where  the  state  aid  formula 
penalizes  districts  accommodating  indi- 
vidualized special  education  programs 
developed  to  meet  a  child's  needs  which 
require  attendance  beyond  four  clock 
hours. 

FISCAL  IMPACT 

The  child  count  data  from  FY  1978,  the 
most  recent  year  for  which  service  levels 
are  available,  reflect  a  total  of  19,000 
pre-schcol  handicapped  children  identi- 
fied and  served.     It  is  estimated  that  as 
few  as  2,600  or  as  many  as  9,500  of  these 
children  may  benefit  from  full  day 
services . 

The  additional  cost  of  providing  reim- 
bursement for  full-day  services  is  about 
$300  per  child.  This  is  equal  to  one-half 
the  projected  average  per  pupil  reimburse- 
ment rate  for  full  day  services    ($600) . 
Estimated  costs  in  FY  1981  for  these 
levels  of  participation  are  as  follows: 

Number  of  Students  x  $300  Total 


2,600  $780,000 

3,439  $1,031,700 

9,500  $2,850,000 

There  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  in  FY  1980 
since  payment  is  based  on  prior  year's 
attendance  data. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  HANDICAPPED  CHILDREN 
RESIDING  OTHER  THAN  WITH  PARENTS 

HB  2213,  Rep.  G.  Hoffman  (R-Elmhurst) 

WHY  THE  BILL  IS  NEEDED 

While  the  residency  of  and  the  responsi- 
bility for  most  children  for  schooling 
purposes  is  clear,  for  some  children  the 
issue  has  remained  a  question  open  to 
interpretation.  The  law  specifies  that 
children  who  are  wards  of  the  state  are 
to  be  considered  residents  of  the  school 
district  where  they  live  but  have  their 
education  financed  by  Section  14-7.03  of 
The  School  Code.  There  are  still  other 
children  for  whom  no  school  district 
feels  the  necessity  to  enroll  and  serve 
because  of  the  lack  of  clarity  of  the 
statutes  and  case  law  regarding  residency. 

Article  14  of  The  School  Code  provides 
for  special  education  for  handicapped 
children,  yet  no  section  of  that  article 
deals  with  the  case  of  a  child  who  is 
voluntarily  placed  by  his/her  parents  or 
another  agency  in  a  residential  facility 
which  is  not  located  in  the  school  dis- 
trict where  the  parents  live.  With  the 
advent  of  Public  Law  94-142,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  all  such  handicapped  children 
must  be  served.  Under  Part  B  of  the  Edu- 
cation of  All  Handicapped  Children  Act, 
each  state  and  each  local  education  agency, 
as  recipients  of  funds,  is  responsible 
for  insuring  that  all  handicapped  children 
within  the  federal  timelines  and  the 
state-mandated  age  range  have  available  a 
free  appropriate  public  education.  Under 
the  federal  regulations,  a  local  educa- 
tion agency  is  responsible  for  insuring 
that  all  handicapped  children  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  agency  have  available 
a  free  appropriate  public  education. 

The  state  education  agency  is  responsible 
for  insuring  that  all  public  agencies  in 
the  state,  including  all  other  state  agen- 
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cies,  are  in  compliance  with  the  Act.  If 
a  handicapped  child  is  placed  in  a  resi- 
dential facility  by  seme  agency  other 
than  the  local  education  agency  and  it 
has  not  initiated  the  placement,  the  re- 
spective financial  responsibilities  of 
the  LEA  and  the  placing  agency  would, 
again,  be  subject  to  state  law/regulation 
or  policy. 

In  Illinois,  such  law  or  regulation  is 
absent.  Ihis  proposal  seeks  to  establish 
that  law.  To  allow  this  issue  to  go  un- 
resolved as  it  has  in  the  past  jeopar- 
dizes our  compliance  with  federal  law  and 
allows  children  to  go  unserved. 

WHAT  THE  BILL  DOES 


This  bill  is  intended  to  delineate  in 
statute  the  local  school  district's  role 
in  regard  to  services  for  children  resid- 
ing in  residential  facilities  within 
district  boundaries.  It  would  uphold  the 
policy  adopted  by  the  State  Board  of  Edu- 
cation in  February,  1978  on  "...a  free, 
appropriate,  public  education  for  all  han- 
dicapped children." 

Section  14-7.01  is  amended  to  state  that 
"no  district  shall  be  financially  respon- 
sible for  the  attendance  of  a  child  in 
another  school  district  if  it  has  not 
placed  a  child  in  the  other  distict's  pro- 
gram. " 

The  bill  also  amends  Section  14-4.01  of 
The  School  Code  to  provide  that  "if  a 
child  is  residing  in  a  school  district 
and  his  or  her  parents  or  guardian  do 
not  so  reside,  and  his  or  her  residency 
was  caused  by  an  individual  or  agency  in 
a  manner  other  than  that  provided  for  in 
Section  14-7.01,  the  financial  responsi- 
bility for  the  education  of  the  child 
shall  be  that  of  the  individual  or  agency 
which  caused  the  child  to  reside  in  the 
district . " 
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